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Announcements
APSA Short Courses Sponsored (or Co-Sponsored) by
Division 46: Qualitative and Multi-Method Research
Wednesday, August 28, 2013, Chicago, Illinois
The fee for each short course is $10 for faculty, $5 for graduate
students.
Multi-Method Research:
Criticism and Progress in Methodology
9:00 AM–1:00 PM
Instructors:  David Collier, University of California, Berkeley
(DCollier@Berkeley.edu); Thad Dunning, Yale University (Thad.
Dunning@Yale.edu); and Jason Seawright, Northwestern Univer-
sity (J-Seawright@Northwestern.edu).
This course builds on the spirit of the well-known book on scientific
methodology by Lakatos and Musgrave, Criticism and the Growth of
Knowledge. Critiques of methods contribute to improving research
tools, as well as to establishing criteria for selecting among alternative
tools. Course sessions will focus on the criticism of quantitative
methods that was crucial in launching the qualitative methods move-
ment  of  the  past  15  years,  as  well  as  on  subsequent  critiques  of
regression analysis, natural experiments, process tracing, and diverse
tools for case study and medium-N analysis.
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and, in fact, cannot be conducted without an understanding of
what the outcome of interest is, all neo-positivist case studies
effectively delineate the population once the positive and nega-
tive outcomes are demarcated. Even if one does not follow my
line of reasoning here, without an understanding of what the
population is at a given stage of the research process, it is
difficult to do an analysis in the first place. For instance, how
can I know that a condition is sufficient and select a case for
process tracing when I do not know what cases to include in
the 2x2 table in the first place (such as Goertz and Mahoney
2012: 213)?
(Unknown) Typical Practice vs. Best Practice
GM state that “we find it difficult to believe that Rohlfing
does not really think that many if not all of the dimensions that
we discuss are intimately related given what he argues in his
book.” As they suggest, I do think that many dimensions of a
research design are intimately related to each other, with onto-
logical and theoretical premises at the top level (though I do
not think that the systematic relation describing typical prac-
tice [see Goertz and Mahoney 2012: 1] is the relation that fol-
lows from best practices). Indeed, this is one of the main points
of CSCI (chapter 1). However, my initial contribution to this
symposium is obviously aimed in another direction. Similarly,
the intimate relation of dimensions is not the main point of Two
Cultures, as this alone would be a statement about best prac-
tices. Instead, GM assert that the dimensions are interrelated
and that the bundle of dimensions they describe represents
the typical practice of qualitative research. My previous con-
tribution only aimed at the latter point because this is not
substantiated by Two Cultures due to the lack of an appropri-
ate review of qualitative and quantitative research practices.
Neither the review in Two Cultures, the review by Mahoney
and Terrie (2008), nor any other review of which I am aware
delivers data that comes close to an empirical assessment of
Two Culture’s central message. Thus, there is still much em-
pirical work to do if we are to assess the extent to which the
Tale of Two Cultures represents actual typical practices of
social science research.
Note
1 If we understand statistical analysis specifically as regression
analysis, then a bivariate scatterplot does not suffice to make a quali-
tative study of those cases qualify as multimethod.
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Field Research and Analytic Transparency:
Collecting Data, Analyzing Evidence, and
Drawing Inferences in Qualitative Research
2:00 PM–7:00 PM
Instructors: Diana Kapiszewski, University of California at Irvine
(dianakap@uci.edu); Naomi Levy, Santa Clara University (nlevy@
scu.edu); Colin Elman, Syracuse University (celman@maxwell.syr.
edu).
This short course addresses a variety of data-collection techniques,
and discusses ways in which scholars can demonstrate that qualita-
tive data of the type collected during field research support their
analytic claims. The course has two linked foundational premises.
First, designing, conducting, and analyzing data collected during field-
work are overlapping and inter-dependent processes. Second, it is
impossible to evaluate—let alone replicate—research without know-
ing how, and how transparently, those processes were carried out.
With regard to field research, we explore how research design and
fieldwork interact, address preparing for field research, and discuss
multiple data-collection techniques—both interactive (surveys, ex-
periments, interviewing, oral histories, focus groups, participant ob-
servation, and ethnography) and non-interactive (observation, archi-
val research, and collecting documents and statistics). Throughout,
we provide scholars with strategies to help them anticipate and ad-
dress challenges involved in designing and conducting field research,
for instance, (1) converting their research design into a “to get” list;
(2) accessing elusive data and data sources; (3) evaluating data’s evi-
dentiary value; (4) organizing and managing data; and (5) analyzing
data both in and out of the field.
During the last hour of the course, we discuss strategies for achiev-
ing analytic transparency in qualitative research. Engaging in analytic
transparency requires scholars to identify the inferential structures
invoked in their research design, and demonstrate that their data sup-
port the inferences in their written work in a manner appropriate to
that design. We also introduce participants to a promising approach
for achieving analytic transparency in qualitative research:  active
citation (Moravcsik 2010).
Although fieldwork is usually associated with “studying politics
abroad,” we discuss techniques that may be applied inside and out-
side the U.S.  The course includes several hands-on activities.  Partici-
pants will also be provided with a large packet of handouts, including
document templates, sample correspondence, etc. The course is valu-
able for students planning dissertation projects, for scholars who
would like to develop or improve their data-collection and analysis
skills, and for those who teach classes on research methods.
Process-Tracing Methods
2:00 PM–6:00 PM
Instructor:  Derek Beach, University of Aarhus, Denmark (derek@
ps.au.dk).
This short course introduces recent advances in process-tracing (PT)
case study methodology, giving participants a set of methodological
tools to utilize the method in their own research. The relative strength
of PT methods is that it enables us to study causal mechanisms using
in-depth case studies. Causal mechanisms are theories that detail how
an outcome is produced, opening up the black box of causality by
describing what happens in the arrow in between X and Y.
The course starts by differentiating PT from other methods; in-
cluding small-n methods such as analytical narratives and compara-
tive case studies. The course then goes briefly into the ontological
debates on how causal mechanisms can be understood. Here the focus
is always on the practical methodological implications that adopting
different understandings have. The course then discusses how we can
conceptualize causal mechanisms in a manner that enables them to be
studied empirically in case study research. Conceptualization deals
with translating a causal theory of an X – Y relationship into a theo-
rized causal mechanism that can explain how X produces Y through
the working of a series of parts of a mechanism, each composed of
entities engaging in activities.
The third session of the course deals with how we can trace mecha-
nisms empirically using in-depth case studies. The course introduces
the Bayesian logic of inference that many scholars contend underpins
PT, contrasting it with the frequentist logic of inference. We then
move to a discussion of different test types and show how Bayesian
logic enables us to update our confidence in the presence of mecha-
nisms in a single case.
The course concludes with a discussion of case selection tech-
niques and how strategic selection enables us to nest our single case
into a broader analysis, enabling us to make inferences beyond the
single case to the rest of the population of the given theoretical phe-
nomenon.
The course will be particularly valuable for scholars who are con-
sidering using PT in their own research, as it provides a set of practi-
cal methodological tools along with an exposition of the strengths and
weaknesses of the method. The course will also be useful for scholars
who teach research methods as it reviews recent debates about case
study methodology.
Using Qualitative Information to Improve Causal Inference
2:00 PM–5:00 PM
Instructors: Adam N. Glynn (aglynn@fas.harvard.edu) and Nahomi
Ichino, Harvard University (nichino@gov.harvard.edu).
This course introduces a new approach to mixed methods based on
the Rosenbaum (2002, 2009) approach to observational studies. We
demonstrate how to use this approach to address causal questions
with small to medium sample sizes while retaining the ability to
produce p-values and confidence intervals. Furthermore, we show
how to incorporate qualitative information into the analysis to ame-
liorate the effects of difficult-to-measure outcomes, to construct quali-
tative confidence intervals, and to consider the robustness of the
results in a sensitivity analysis.
The short course will be organized into three parts. The first two
parts will be in a lecture format with Q&A periods and demonstra-
tions throughout. The first part will present the Rosenbaum frame-
work for observational studies. The second part will show how to
include qualitative information in this approach, with a demonstra-
tion of free software for this method. Finally, course participants will
work through how to test their hypotheses in a workshop format.
This course will be valuable for students at the dissertation-plan-
ning stage and other scholars whose goal is causal inference and work
with non-experimental data. It will be particularly useful for studies
where the key explanatory variable cannot be randomized, such as
analyses of the effects of institutions in a given set of countries or
subnational units. By the end of the course, participants will have
walked through a checklist of the steps towards a robust research
design.
Readings: We recommend, but do not require, that participants
read the notes we will distribute ahead of the short course.
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Conceptualization and Measurement in
Cross-National Research
Chair: Tony P. Spanakos, Montclair State University
Heidi Jane M. Smith, “Conceptualizing and Measuring Decentraliza-
tion.”
Daniel Neep, University of Exeter, “Concept Formation and Author-
itarianism: Ideal Types and Typologies in Qualitative Political Sci-
ence.”
Jens Borchert, University of Frankfurt, “The Democratic Promise
Meets the Democratic Doubt: The Concept of Political Equality,
its Three Dimensions, and its Historical Development.”
Jon D. Carlson, University of California, Merced, “A War by Any
Other Name … Reduces the Size of Your ‘N’ by 20%: Case Selec-
tion and the Correlates of War (COW) Inter-State War Data Set.”
Mariana Borges, Northwestern University, “Measuring Clientelism:
A Concept Analysis.”
Discussants: Tony P. Spanakos, Montclair State University; Amy R.
Poteete, Concordia University
Conceptualizing “The Empirical”: A Conversation among
Interpretive Empirical Researchers and Political Theorists
(Co-Sponsored with Interpretive Methodologies
and Methods Related Group)
Chair: Peregrine Schwartz-Shea
Participants: Lisa J. Disch, University of Michigan; Farah Godrej,
University of California, Riverside; Paul A. Passavant, Hobart and
William Smith Colleges; Brent J. Steele, University of Kansas;
Dvora Yanow, Wageningen University; Rochana Bajpai, SOAS,
University of London
Contributions of Fuzzy-Set / Qualitative Comparative
Analysis: Some Questions and Misgivings
(Co-Sponsored with Comparative Politics Division)
Chair: David Collier, University of California, Berkeley
Zachary Elkins, University of Texas, Austin, “Radial Taxonomy in
Practice.”
Thad Dunning, Yale University, “Measurement and Causal Infer-
ence: Some Concerns about fs/QCA.”
Marcus Kurtz, Ohio State University, “The Promise and Perils of
Fuzzy-Set/Qualitative Comparative Analysis: Measurement
Error and the Limits of Inference.”
Jason Seawright, Northwestern University, “Warranting Methods: A
Proposed Standard with Application to QCA.”
Sherry Zaks, University of California, Berkeley, “When Goldilocks
Gets it Wrong: Origins, Assumptions, and Extensions of fs/QCA.”
Discussants: Bear Braumoeller, Ohio State University; Evelyne Huber,
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
APSA Committee Panel
Data Access and Research Transparency (DA-RT) in
Political Science Roundtable 1 of 2:
Policy and Implementation
(Co-Sponsored with Political Methodology Division)
Chair: Arthur Lupia, University of Michigan
Participants: Allan Dafoe, Yale University; Brian Humes, National
Science Foundation; Diana Kapiszewski, University of California,
Irvine; John Ishiyama, University of North Texas; Rick Wilson,
Rice University
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APSA Panels/Roundtables Sponsored (or Co-Sponsored) by
Division 46: Qualitative and Multi-Method Research
August 29–September 1, 2013, Chicago, Illinois
Author Meets Critics: Michael Coppedge’s
Democratization and Research Methods
Chair: Anibal Perez-Linan, University of Pittsburgh
Participants: Barbara Geddes, University of California, Los Angeles;
Michelle Taylor-Robinson, Texas A&M University; Michael
Coppedge, University of Notre Dame
Causal Inference: Bayesian Approaches,
Counterfactuals, and Motivations
Chair: Andrew Bennett, Georgetown University
Derek Beach and Rasmus Pedersen, Aarhus University, “Turning
Observations into Evidence: Using Bayesian Logic to Evaluate
Empirical Material.”
Kendra L. Koivu, University of New Mexico, “Taking Asymmetry
Seriously: Logical Parallels, Multifinality, and Counterfactuals of
Sufficiency.”
Ingo Rohlfing, University of Cologne, “The Importance of Being
Probably Wrong in Bayesian Case Studies.”
Alan M. Jacobs, University of British Columbia, and Macartan
Humphreys, Columbia University, “Mixing Methods: A Bayesian
Unification of Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches.”
Joseph O’Mahoney, Brown University, “Why Did You Do That?:
The Methodology of Motive Attribution.”
Discussants: Andrew Bennett, Georgetown University; Colin Elman,
Syracuse University
Comparative-Historical Analysis in the Social Sciences I:
Agenda-Setting Work
(Co-Sponsored with Comparative Politics Division)
Chair: Nancy Bermeo, Oxford University
Stephan Haggard, University of California, San Diego, “The Devel-
opmental State.”
Steven Levitsky, Harvard University, and Lucan Way, University of
Toronto, “The Origins of Durable Authoritarianism.”
Jane Gingrich, University of Minnesota, Twin Cities, “Coalitions,
Policies, and Distribution: Esping-Andersen’s Three Worlds of
Welfare Capitalism.”
James Mahoney, Northwestern University, “Theory and Method in
Comparative-Historical Analysis: Three Strategies Revisited.”
Discussant: Nancy Bermeo, Oxford University
Comparative-Historical Analysis in the Social Sciences II:
Tools for Temporal Analysis
(Co-Sponsored with Comparative Politics Division)
Chair: Daniel Carpenter, Harvard University
Paul Pierson, University of California, Berkeley, “Path Dependence
Revisited.”
Giovanni Capoccia, Oxford University, “Critical Junctures and the
Analysis of Institutional Origin.”
Jacob Hacker, Yale University, and Kathleen Thelen, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, “Change without Reform, Reform with-
out Change: The Hidden Faces of Institutional and Policy Trans-
formation.”
Evan Lieberman, Princeton University, “Multi-Method Compara-
tive-Historical Analysis: Trends and Possible Trajectories.”
Discussant: Daniel Carpenter, Harvard University
29
Qualitative & Multi-Method Research, Spring 2013
APSA Committee Panel
Data Access and Research Transparency (DA-RT) in
Political Science Roundtable 2 of 2:
Persuasion and Promise
(Co-Sponsored with Political Methodology Division)
Chair: Colin Elman, Syracuse University
Participants: George Alter, University of Michigan; Simon Jackman,
Stanford University; Lisa Wedeen, University of Chicago
Deconstructing Social Science Concepts
(Co-Sponsored with R-IPSAC–IPSA Research Committee #1
[Concepts and Methods])
Chair: Rudra Sil, University of Pennsylvania
Jillian Schwedler, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, “Puzzling
Out ‘Puzzles.’”
Douglas Dow, University of Texas, Dallas, “The Concept of ‘Con-
cept.’”
Frederic Schaffer, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, “Ques-
tions about ‘Causes.’”
Amel Ahmed, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, “Analyzing
‘Data.’”
Amy Linch, Pennsylvania State University, “Talking about ‘Events.’”
Discussants: Dvora Yanow, Wageningen University; Ivan Ascher,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
Field Research on African Politics in the 21st Century:
Methodologies of Power and Persuasion
Chairs: Lauren MacLean, Indiana University, Bloomington; Parakh
Hoon, Virginia Tech
Participants: Robert Bates, Harvard University; Catherine Boone,
University of Texas, Austin; John Harbeson, Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity/SAIS; Parakh Hoon, Virginia Tech; Lauren MacLean, Indi-
ana University, Bloomington; Leonard Wantchekon, New York
University
Field Research: Principles, Applications, and Techniques
Chair: Brian C. Rathbun, University of Southern California
Katya Drozdova, Seattle Pacific University, “Qualitative Methods
for National Security Applications: Archival Research and
Contemporary Sources.”
Lauren M. MacLean, Indiana University, Bloomington, Diana
Kapiszewski, University of California, Irvine, and Benjamin L.
Read, University of California, Santa Cruz, “Field Research and
the Production of Political Knowledge.”
Jeffrey W. Paller, University of Wisconsin, Madison, “Ethnogra-
phy as Empirical Strategy: Process, Networks, and Spontane-
ity.”
Anna Katherine Boucher, Ahmar Maboob, and Lydia Dutcher,
University of Sydney, “Power and Solidarity in Elite Interviews:
Building a Rubric for Analysis.”
Discussants: Brian C. Rathbun, University of Southern California;
Jaimie Bleck, Notre Dame University
Issues in Research Design: Levels, Units, Cases
Chair: John S. Odell, University of Southern California
Jan Erk and Wouter Veenendaal, Leiden University, “Putting all our
Eggs in the ‘Freedom House’ Basket: Democracy and Democrati-
zation Research on Small States.”
Giovanni Capoccia, Oxford University, and Laura Stoker, Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley, “Choosing and Combining Units in
Political Research.”
Parakh Hoon, Virginia Tech, “Revisiting Theories of African
Political and Economic Development and Botswana’s Miracle.”
John Andrew Donaldson, Singapore Management University,
“Going Extreme: Systematically Selecting Extreme Cases for
Study through Qualitative Methods.”
Discussants: John S. Odell, University of Southern California;
Barbara Geddes, University of California, Los Angeles
The Methods Café
(Co-Sponsored with Interpretive Methodologies
and Methods Related Group)
Chairs: Dvora Yanow, Wageningen University; Peregrine Schwartz-
Shea, University of Utah
Mary Bellhouse, Providence College, and Ilan Danjoux, University
of Calgary, “Analyzing Visual Materials: Paintings, Photographs,
Political Cartoons.”
Gerald Berk and Dennis Galvan, University of Oregon, “APD/Insti-
tutional Analysis: Methodological Issues.”
Emily Hauptmann, Western Michigan University, “Archival Re-
search.”
Kevin Bruyneel, Babson College, “Collective Memory Studies: Meth-
odological Issues.”
Stephen Marshall, University of Texas at Austin, and Ronald Schmidt,
California State University, Long Beach, “Critical-Interpretive Race
and Immigration Studies.”
Mary Hawkesworth, Rutgers University, “Feminist Methods.”
Katherine Cramer Walsh, University of Wisconsin, Madison, and
Dorian Warren, Columbia University, “Field Research I: United
States.”
Edward Schatz, University of Toronto, “Field Research II: ‘Over-
seas.’”
Jörg Strübing, University of Tübingen, “Grounded Theory.”
Cecilia Lynch, University of California, Irvine, “Interpreting Interna-
tional Politics.”
Lee Ann Fujii, University of Toronto, “Interviewing.”
Shaul Shenhav, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and Lisa Wedeen,
University of Chicago, “Narrative Analysis/Discourse Analysis.”
Peregrine Schwartz-Shea, University of Utah, and Dvora Yanow,
Wageningen University, “Research Design for Interpretive Pro-
jects.”
Adria Lawrence, Yale University, “Teaching Qualitative-Interpretive
Methods.”
Frederic Charles Schaffer, University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
and Cyrus Ernesto Zirakzadeh, University of Connecticut, “Why
Compare? Comparison and Concepts in Interpretive Research.”
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Qualitative Comparative Analysis:
Critiques, Enhancements, and Applications
Chair: Ingo Rohlfing, University of Cologne
Alrik Thiem, ETH Zurich, “When More than Time is of the Essence:
Enhancing QCA with eQMC.”
Ursula Hackett, University of Oxford, “The Exclusive-OR and its
Applications in Qualitative Comparative Analysis.”
Jack Paine, University of California, Berkeley, “Can Qualitative Com-
parative Analysis (QCA) Achieve Its Goals of Causal Inference?”
Mathias Poertner, Donghyun Choi, and Christopher Krogslund,
University of California, Berkeley, “Fuzzy Sets, Shaky Ground:
Testing Calibration, Measurement, and Specification Sensitivity in
fsQCA.”
Discussant: Ingo Rohlfing, University of Cologne
Subnational Comparative Analysis: Progress and Prospects
(Co-Sponsored with Comparative Politics Division)
Chair: William Hurst, Northwestern University
Participants: Richard Snyder, Brown University; Caroline Arnold,
Brooklyn College-CUNY; Catherine Boone, University of Texas,
Austin; Edward Gibson, Northwestern University; William Hurst,
Northwestern University; Rachel Riedl, Northwestern University
New Editor for the Committee on Concepts and Methods
Working Papers Series
The Committee on Concepts and Methods (C&M) announces
that Andreas Schedler of CIDE Mexico City is stepping down as
editor of our two C&M working paper series and that Cas Mudde of
the University of Georgia will be taking over as the new editor.
Founded by Giovanni Sartori and friends, C&M was the first
research committee recognized by the International Political Science
Association (IPSA) in 1970. It promotes conceptual and method-
ological discussion in political science and provides a forum of debate
for adherents of all methodological schools, who otherwise tend to
conduct their deliberations at separate tables.
C&M publishes two series of working papers that readers may
consult and download for free at the C&M website (www.concepts-
methods.org):
Political Concepts contains work of excellence on political con-
cepts and political language. It seeks to include innovative contribu-
tions to concept analysis, language usage, concept operationalization,
and measurement.
Political Methodology contains work of excellence on methods and
methodology in the study of politics. It invites innovative work on
fundamental questions of research design, the construction and evalu-
ation of empirical evidence, theory building, and theory testing.
Founded by Andreas Schedler in 2005, C&M has published close
to one hundred working papers that have collectively been viewed
and downloaded many thousands of times. Putting out the two work-
ing paper series is now perhaps the most visible and important activ-
ity of C&M.
The working paper series is open to excellent and original work
from all sub-disciplines and methodological approaches. In particu-
lar, we are looking to increase the work in American Politics, Com-
parative Politics outside of Europe and Latin America, International
Relations and Political Theory as well as research using interpretive
and quantitative methods. All suitable submissions will be reviewed
by two peers, who will be experts on the methodological aspect of
the paper (after all, the innovation should be methodological rather
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Multi-Method Research
Chair: Jason Seawright, Northwestern University
Uriel Abulof, Tel-Aviv University, “Public Political Thought: Doxa,
Discourse and Normative Concepts Analysis.”
Peter L. Lorentzen, University of California, Berkeley, and M. Tay-
lor Fravel, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Evaluating
Formal Models with Qualitative Evidence.”
David S. Patel, Cornell University, “Making Space for GIS in Multi-
method Research.”
Shivaji Kumar, Ohio State University, “Benefits of Sequential, Multi-
method Designs for Researching Public Opinion Influences on the
Foreign Policies of Emerging Asian Powers.”
Ajay Verghese, Stanford University, “Sequencing Multi-Methods
Research.”
Discussants: Amy G. Mazur, Washington State University; Jason
Seawright, Northwestern University
Narratives, Discourse, and Interpretation
(Co-Sponsored with Interpretive Methodologies
and Methods Related Group)
Chair: Peregrine Schwartz-Shea, University of Utah
Jelena Subotic, Georgia State University, “The Politics of Space and
Place: Narrative Analysis in International Relations.”
Craig A. Parsons, University of Oregon, “Constructivism and its
Alternatives.”
M.J. Peterson, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, “Institutional
Self-Presentation in a Changing Ideational Context: The World Bank
and the UNDP Define their Roles in Promoting Development.”
Natalia V. Kovalyova, University of North Texas, “Political Russian
and the Legacy of the Authoritarian Discourse.”
Christian Rudolf Thauer, Freie Universität Berlin, “Re-reading
Thucydides: An English School Approach.”
Discussants: Peregrine Schwartz-Shea, University of Utah; Shaul
Shenhav, Hebrew University of Jerusalem
Path Dependence and Critical Junctures:
Methodological Benefits and Limits
Chair: Hillel David Soifer, Temple University
Zeki Sarigil, Bilkent University, “Showing the Path to Path Depen-
dence.”
Jael Goldsmith Weil, Northwestern University, “Arroz sin leche, ¿La
Dictadura Acabar? The Persistence of State Subsidized Milk dur-
ing a Neoliberal Dictatorship: A Case of Failed Path Reversal.”
Clayton J. Cleveland, University of Oregon, “Eventful and Critical
Junctures: What is the Difference and Why is it Important?”
Michael Bernhard, University of Florida, “Institutional Syncretism
and the Limits of Path Dependence: A Theory of Regime Instabil-
ity.”
Discussant: Hillel David Soifer, Temple University
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than substantial). Importantly, they are asked to review the submis-
sion constructively, looking to improve rather than reject the paper,
understanding that it is work-in-progress rather than the final prod-
uct.
The WP series also aims to be(come) the place for high-quality
original, conceptual and methodological work that is unlikely to be
published (in that detail) in top journals. We are thinking in particular
of extensive conceptual and methodological discussions in PhD dis-
sertations, (reliability and validity) assessments of important datasets,
and robustness tests of existing research using conceptual or method-
ological innovations. Unlike articles in most academic journals, WP
papers can address what and how questions;  e.g.,  what  is  the  best
conceptualization of party ideology? How can religiosity best be
operationalized cross-regionally? What dataset provides the most
reliable and valid results in studies of political mobilization? Further,
WP papers that do address why questions do not necessarily have to
provide empirically substantiated alternative explanations for the
theories they critically assess. Most importantly, the critiques should
predominantly be conceptual or methodological.
For more information on the C&M Working Papers series, and to
download the published papers for free, please visit the website:
http://www.concepts-methods.org/WorkingPapers.
If you are not sure whether your paper will fit the series, please
feel free to contact the editor, Cas Mudde (mudde@uga.edu), to
discuss your paper. If you want to submit a manuscript to the C&M
Working Paper series, send it to wp@concepts-methods.org.
Introduction to the South-North Network for
Qualitative and Multi-Method Research in Latin America
To date, few efforts have been made to formally bring together
scholars from South and North America to assess and develop quali-
tative and mixed-methods approaches to the study of Latin America.
The growing rigors of social science research, together with the in-
creasing number of social scientists graduating from excellent Latin
American universities, make this kind of collaboration increasingly
relevant. The South-North Network for Qualitative and Multi-Method
Research in Latin America (“South-North Network”) was formed by
a group of graduate students and junior faculty members in 2012 as a
first step toward promoting greater cross-national engagement on
qualitative and multi-methods research.
The South-North Network seeks to develop a common research
agenda that pushes its members to engage in an explicit and self-
reflexive discussion of the methodological choices that we make as
scholars. Toward that end, it has two primary objectives: (1) to
critically analyze and publicly debate the practical, ethical, and epis-
temological challenges of applying different methodologies to our
study of the region, and (2) to develop and refine our methodological
toolkit so that we can more effectively address central questions for
the region. In fulfillment of these objectives, the South-North net-
work will promote the creation of spaces where scholars can formally
discuss research on the region that is explicitly guided by qualitative
and multi-methods.
A first expression of this regional collaboration will take place at
the XXXI International Congress of the Latin American Studies As-
sociation (LASA), which takes place on 29 May–1 June, 2013, in
Washington, DC. The congress brings together thousands of social
science and humanities scholars from throughout the world to present
their work on Latin America and the Caribbean. Founding members of
the network have organized a panel on the processes and actors
associated with the state and state-building in Latin America. The
panel will examine, among other things, the unintended consequences
of local land dispute resolutions on long-term state development, the
contemporary state and the territorial organization of power in the
region, and the consequences of localized conflicts between the state
and its challengers on violence, rule-of-law, and citizenship. These
works make a substantive contribution to our knowledge of the role
of the state in Latin America. They are also explicitly reflective about
the methodologies that are most fruitful for studying the state and its
institutions.
In addition to organizing methods-focused panels at academic con-
ferences, the South-North Network intends to serve as a forum for
virtual and real-time discussions of the methodological innovations
that affect the study of Latin America. As a cross-national network,
we hope that these discussions can transcend borders. We want the
most recent methodological insights to be integrated into the course
curricula of Latin American universities. We hope to build and grow
ties to regional training institutes, such as the Summer School for
Mixed Methods of the Southern Cone. The school took place for the
first time this past January with great success at the Pontificia
Universidad Católica de Chile (http://www.stateness.com/espanol-
escuela-de-verano-de-metodos-mixtos). It has benefited a wide range
of regional students and investigators through exposure to cutting-
edge research on qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-method tech-
niques. Interacting with local and foreign faculty and students, par-
ticipants were able to explore the usefulness of multi-method tech-
niques, as well as the pitfalls of these approaches. We seek to join
forces with initiatives such as this one in order to strengthen the
connections between methodologically like-minded scholars and stu-
dents, in an effort to improve the scope, the substance, and the rigor
of our work.
Currently, the South-North Network consists of faculty members
and graduate students from a variety of public and private universi-
ties in South and North America. Affiliated individuals include Juan
Pablo Luna, Andreas Feldman, and Julieta Suárez-Cao (Pontificia
Universidad Católica de Chile; Núcleo Milenio para el Estudio de la
Estatalidad y la Democracia en América Latina); Juan Bogliaccini
(Universidad Católica del Uruguay; María Paula Saffon (Columbia
University); Jennifer Cyr (University of Arizona); and Sara Niedz-
wiecki (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill). If you are
interested in hearing more about our efforts, or if you would like to
join our network of scholars, please contact Juan Pablo Luna (jpluna@
icp.puc.cl) or Juan Bolgiaccini (juan.bogliaccini@correo. ucu.edu.uy).
